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26212 0'1 

TELCOMM SERVICES 

14303085'/ 

ENA Services , LLC 

2-225071-00 

Scolt County Video 

128350 

$9, 720 . 00 

$9,720.00 

$0 . 00 

$6 ,4 80 . 00 

$6 , 480 . 00 

EXHIBIT D 

We have completed our review of the competitive bid process conducted by Lhe 
Sweetwater Cily School Uistrict Consortium that utilized Funding Year (~~) 2013 
FCC Form '170# 283390001111946 . Scott County School System is listed as a member of 
the Sweetwater C:ity School District Consortium and also relied upon FCC Form 17011 
283390001111946 in awarding services to ENA Services, LLC (ENA) in FY~013 , FY2014 
and FY2015 . Dased on our review , we have determined that no valid conLract exists 
between Sweetwater City School District Consortium and ENA. When asked to produce 
a copy of the related contract, Sweetwater provided a contract between 
Metropol itan Nashville Public Schools (MNPS) and ENZ\ (Contrac l Number 2-225071 -00) 
that was signed and executed on March 7 , 2011. ~iring t his review , Sweetwater 
also stated " the cost proposals [ from AT&T and ENA] to the Sweetwater b id were 
lower than the cost proposed in the previous consortium procurement with MNPS ." 
Sweetwater ultimately selected MNPS pricing instead of executing a contract with 
ENZ\ based on the lower pricing offered to Sweetwaler. . 'l'hus , there was no contract 
het.ween Sweetwater City School Di.c;tr.i.ct Consort.i.nm a nd ENA to provide to USZ\C 
demonstratinq t hat Sweetwater selected t he most cost effect ive solution. The FCC 
Form 4·10 issued by Sweetwater City School District Consortium, FCC Form 470# 
283390001111946, was issued on 1/29/13 and had an Allowable Contract l~te (ACD) of 
2/26/13 . Sweetwater City School District Consortium also issued Request for 
Proposal (RFP) ff 13-1 in conjunction with the posting of Lhe FCC Form 170 . Thus, 
the biddin9 proce~rn conducted by Sweetwater City School Di.sLri ct Con.sortium in 
independe nt. of t.he bidding procens established between Mctropo li tan Nashville 
Public Schools and ENn. Moreover , there is no provision in the Metropolitan 
Nashv i lle Public Schools contract wi th ENli , or in the underlying fU'f' and J·:NA bid 
proposal, lhaL allows fur Lhe Sweelwater City School Dis tric;L Consortium Lo 
piqqy-~ack onto thal contr~ct. 1~is contract wa s established prior to the 7\CD ot 
the Form 170 issued by the Sweetwater Cit y School Oistrict Consortium. Therefore , 
Sweetwater City Sch oo l District Consortium failed to establish that a valid 
contract exists between Sweetwater City School Oistrict Consorliurn and ~NA and al l 
FRN~ LhaL ulil ized this FCC Form 4-10# 283390001111916 c.1re cfo1ded . ConscqucnL.ly, 
FY2014 FCC Form 964508 FRN 2621204 and any fulurc funding requests that reference 
FCC Form 47 0P 203390001111946 are denied and any commitmenls wi 11 be resci nded .i.n 
full and TJ:3AC will seek recovery of ::iny improperly disbursed fu nds from Lhc 
App.l i can L . 

Based on th l! ducumcnlaL.i.on provided and reviE:wed, vie determined that Swet:? t water 
Ct>nsor l i. Lim did nol c hoose LhC! mosL co,>L-cffpr.t-iv<-> bi d o[fering. EN/1 Servi.c:P.s, 
Jnc. (f·~tJA) <111<1 /\'J'i,T submitt<.!d birJs to provide I·: rat.e services. Sh•eet1·iater 
selected ~NA Lo provide its E-rate services . EN/ls bid proposal was $9,336 , 396, $3 
mi llic•n more than l\'i'!,'l's $6, o•_,3 , 804 . 04 bict . USAC evaluated S\~eetwate r s co111p~t1tive 

l.>iddinq pi:oc..:e:,:; cJnrJ ll1e :;11.rvices tequesled a nd d(!l'.P. r:rnined t.h.1L. I.he i1pp!ic.:.nt did 
not :~Pl0c t. th\? mo~ct:-cost'. nff~!ct. i v(' ofr0r ing. Sw0ctHat.cr a1·Jarcl~!cl maximum points or 
nPr.11· mr.iximmn roinr!; r.-. r:N/', 1n r.ill c;1h"<JoriP:.; )J~:;icJes eUc1ibl<' cost . :;1o1,!0lwat.c·r 
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scored AT&T lower in the categories th<i t are not el igible cost of. goods ~iiCHIBIT D 
services. Swee twater was also afforded an opportuni ty to explain i f s pecial 
circumstances exis ted that influenced its se lect i on decisio n. SweeLwater s l ated 
AT&T?s bid had "defects " and provided " i ncomplete a nd/ o r inade quate responses 
which "had the cumulative effect of offsett ing the value of a l ower sticker 
price. " Sweetwater also stated they had a '' lack of confidence in ATTs ability to 
deliver the services requested by the RfP " and indicated " the bid team clearly 
determined that ATTs bid was defic i e nt and t herefore , scored the RFF consistent 
with t hat determinati on. " Sweetwater acknowledged tha t the price differential is 
" s.ignifi.canl." Lastl y, Sweetwater indicated tha t ENAs service offeri ng was unique 
and was not comparable to AT&T services. A thoro ugh review of the b ids provicled 
by ENA and AT&T s ho ws that the bids are similar in the services offered . The 
Managed I nternet Access service , Managed VoIP , and Managed Video Conferencing 
services offered by both of the servi ces providers i n their bids conta in similar 
Network infrastruct u r e, similar Network Support , similar On Premise Network 
Equipme nt, similar Mon.i. t or.i ng Serv i ce , both have simLJ.ar experience and operate in 
Tennessee , both have ext e n sive experien~e with the e-rate program, and both 
service providers provided references from past c u s t omers who were satisfied with 
t he service provider s . The circumstances presented by Sweetwater do not justify 
t he selection of a b id over $3 million more than a competing b id and it has been 
determined tha t Sweetwater fai l e d to adhere t o t h e requirements t hat a pplican t s 
select the mos t cost-effect ive bid offering; the re fore, all FRNs t ha t rel ied upon 
FCC Form 47 0# 2833900011 11946 and its c ompeti tive b id p rocess in the a ward of 
services to ENA are subsequently denied . Consequently, FY2014 FCC Form 964508 FRN 
2621 20 4 and any future fundi ng requests that refe r ence FCC Form 470# 
283390001111946 are d enied and any commitments will be rescinded in f u ll and USAC 
will seek recovery of a ny improperly disbursed funds from the applicant. 

.·. 1 .-: r 

l:"I.t·.: r1 c)E SEND l1 COf'Y •)F TlJI (; H\GE ln Tll Y(•[Jfl 

r::HF::CK T(l Fl~~;mff T JMELY PR•lr.r;s::-; I f~ r ; 

l".: . _ t ·;.. .. . ·_,·· .. n 11 /i_'~·~]• .: .i ·'. f :·n.·. -~ -:;'" · '... • - • • .. i. .: ·; ~ 


